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In conjunction with the Notice of Appeal filed concurrently herewith, reconsideration 
and allowance of the above-identified application are respectfully requested for at least the 
following reasons. 

The Final Office Action objected to the specification as allegedly failing to provide 
antecedent basis for terminology introduced into the claims in an Amendment filed on 
January 5, 2006. Claims 1-19, 28-30, and 32-46 also stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
first paragraph for the same reason. In response, an After-Final Amendment was filed on 
July 25, 2006 to amend the specification to add the requested antecedent basis. It is assumed 
that, upon entry of that Amendment, the objection to the specification and the rejection of the 
claims under Section 112, first paragraph will be withdrawn. These issues are therefore not 
addressed here. 

The Final Office Action variously rejects claims 1-19, 24-30, and 32-50 as allegedly 
being anticipated by Caputo et al. (U.S. Patent 5,778,071) or obvious over Caputo et al. in 
combination with one or more other documents. In so doing, the Final Office Action has 
made at least the following clear errors: 

• Asserting that Caputo et al. discloses "establishing a connection with a mobile 
communications device, wherein said mobile communications device includes a 
cryptographic module for use in mobile communication (emphasis added); 

• Asserting that Caputo et al. discloses "using the cryptographic module of the mobile 
communications device as a cryptographic service provider for encrypting said 
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communications from said computer over said computer network without sending 
said encrypted communications over said wireless communications network " 
(emphasis added); 

• Asserting that one skilled in the art at the time of Applicants' invention would have 
been motivated to combine Caputo et al.'s teachings with those of Liebenow et al. 
(U.S. Patent 6,131,136) to arrive at Applicant's claimed embodiments; and 

• Asserting that none of Applicant's claims define a computer having its own 
cryptographic capabilities separate and apart from those provided by the mobile 
communications device. (See Final Office Action, Response to Arguments.) 
These distinct arguments will be expanded upon below after a brief summary of 

exemplary embodiments of Applicants' invention. 

Embodiments defined by independent claims 1,19, 24, 28, and 47 are believed to be 
patentably distinguishable over the prior art of record because they include novel and 
nonobvious features that enable a single mobile communications device to achieve a unique 
efficiency in that a same cryptographic module located in the mobile communications device 
is used not only to support the device 's own communications with a wireless network, but 
also the cryptography requirements of a local external device, such as a personal computer 
having its own connection with a network as illustrated in FIG. 1. In this respect, it is 
important to understand that the personal computer is not communicating through the mobile 
communications device and the wireless network to get to its own network; its exchanges 
with the mobile communications device are merely for the purpose of utilizing the 
cryptographic functions that the mobile communications device can offer. 

1. Caputo et al. does not disclose "establishing a connection with a mobile 

communications device, wherein said mobile communications device includes a 
cryptographic module for use in mobile communication" 

The Final Office Action asserts that Caputo et al. disclose this claimed feature at 
figure 3; column 9, lines 46-60; and column 15, lines 13-39. 

Applicant respectfully disagrees because the device disclosed by Caputo et al. is not 
"for use in mobile communication over a wireless communications network" as variously 
required by the claims. Instead, the Caputo et al. device requires a wired connection to a 
network. (See, e.g., Fig. 2 and column 5, lines 62-65: "Further, the connector port 14 is a 
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modular receptacle which may be directly connected to a data transfer path, such as a 
telephone system.") 

2. Caputo et al. does not disclose "using the cryptographic module of the mobile 
communications device as a cryptographic service provider for encrypting said 
communications from said computer over said computer network without 
sending said encrypted communications over said wireless communications 
network" 

The Final Office Action asserts that Caputo et al. disclose this feature at figure 3; 
column 9, lines 46-60; column 15, lines 13-39; column 2, lines 23-27; and column 3, lines 
33-38. Applicant respectfully disagrees because, even if the Caputo et al. device were 
modified to be a mobile communications device communicating with a wireless network, the 
external device of Caputo et al. would not be capable of "initiating communications from said 
computer over a computer network ... without sending said encrypted communications over 
said wireless communications network "; instead, Caputo et al.'s computer is connected to the 
network through the device 10 (see, e.g., Caputo et al.'s figure 2). Moreover, the device of 
Caputo et al. appears to operate in only one mode, namely, for the benefit of the external 
device (computer); it sits in-between the computer and the network, passing data from one to 
the other, and performs cryptographic functions as required by the node that the computer is 
connected to. Consequently, there is no dual mechanism in which the cryptographic module 
of the mobile communication device is "for use in mobile communication over a wireless 
communications network" and also for "[acting] as a cryptographic service provider for said 
personal computer allowing the personal computer to communicate encrypted data over said 
computer network without sending data over said wireless communications network." 

3. One skilled in the art at the time of Applicants 9 invention would not have been 
motivated to combine Caputo et al.'s teachings with those of Liebenow et al, 
(U.S. Patent 6,131,136) to arrive at Applicant's claimed embodiments. 

The Final Office Action at least acknowledges that Caputo et al. does not disclose a 
mobile communication device that is also usable over a wireless communications network, 
but relies on Liebenow et al. as making up for this deficiency. This reliance is unfounded, 
however, because Liebenow et al. do not disclose a mobile communication device. Instead, 
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Liebenow et al. disclose a dual mode modem that automatically switches between a wireless 
and wire-based communication modes using mode selection circuitry that detects when a 
wire-based communications network, such as a standard land-line telephone network, is 
coupled to the modem. Such a device fails to satisfy Applicant' s various recitations of " said 
mobile communications device including] a cryptographic module for use in mobile 
communication over a wireless communications network." Rather, Liebenow et al.'s dual 
mode modem is more of a dumb, slave device that could never be used on its own; it would 
therefore never require its own cryptographic module for use in mobile communication over 
a wireless communications network. 

Moreover, even if Caputo et al.'s device were modified to include Liebenow et al.'s 
dual mode capability, the combination would still operate in only one mode, namely, for the 
benefit of the external device (computer); operating only to passing data between the 
computer and its network. All cryptographic functions would be performed only as required 
by the node that the computer is connected to, and would pass through the device to the 
computer network. By contrast, embodiments such as those defined by independent claim 28 
require that the encrypting device return the encrypted data to the computer for 
communication over a computer network without sending the encrypted data over the 
wireless communication network. See also independent claim 44, which defines "a mobile 
communications device . . . comprising a security manager module . . . [that] returns the results 
of the cryptographic function to the computer system . . . ." Consequently, any combination of 
Caputo et al. with Liebenow et al. would still lack any dual mechanism in which the 
cryptographic module of the mobile communication device is "for use in mobile 
communication over a wireless communications network" and also for "[acting] as a 
cryptographic service provider for said personal computer allowing the personal computer to 
communicate encrypted data over said computer network without sending data over said 
wireless communications network." 

4. A number of Applicant's claims do define a computer having its own 

cryptographic capabilities separate and apart from those provided by the mobile 
communication device, and this is a further distinction over the prior art of 
record. 
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In an earlier Amendment, Applicant had argued this as one of the features that 
distinguish over Caputo et al. (and the remaining prior art of record), and continues to do so. 
For example, independent claim 24 defines "a first part of the required cryptographic 
functionality being provided in the computer, and a second part of the required 
cryptographic functionality being provided in the mobile communications device, ... the 
computer further comprising an interface device which, on determining that an application 
needs to use cryptographic functionality, selects the functionality provided in the computer, 
or the functionality provided in the mobile communications device, and sends a command 
thereto" (emphasis added). See also, independent claim 36, which defines a computer 
including "a cryptography service provider" separate from the "mobile communication 
device including a cryptographic module," and claim 42 which defines "the cryptography 
service provider has some cryptographic functionality, ..." 

For at least the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully requested that the various 
rejections of 1-19, 24-30, and 32-50 as allegedly being either anticipated by Caputo et al. or 
obvious over Caputo et al. in combination with one or more other documents be reconsidered 
and withdrawn. 

The application is believed to be in condition for allowance. Prompt notice of same is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Potomac Patent Group PLLC 



Date: July 26, 2006 
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